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polymer having the claimed melt flow, oee, Office Action daied February 3, 2010 at 
page 2. last p.eo^mph. !Uo\cr. die Office Action asserts that in multiple Examples 
Osotactie polymers arc produced with melt flow indexes outside of the range required by 
> v \ u v\, so Isao discloses creating polymers which are in ihe .required 
MFl range.., one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to create a 
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page 3, first paragraph. Applicants respectfully submit that there is no support in the 
cited art for such a position. In fact, the teaching in Isao that the claimed melt flow rate 
can be found in random copolymers, but no teaching of isoiactic polymers having the 
claimed melt flow index exists in isao, could in fact lead those in the art away front the 
P v sen . 1 ume 1 1 ... re^ 

The Office Action further states that it is the Examiner's "position that because 
the polymer is made by the process steps required by Applicant and has the same 
■ ^ v. i i v x \ pj e vss id viac-.j} \pplKont espect h 

subnti' that, ts discu^see; abo< e, the poKmer taught h\ ;>jo does not have the same 
n v tl " rm ^ • danced. 

Furthermore, the Office Action asserts that mctallocene catalysts are utilized for 
hmenng nu. a . iperatuR ^ uch "reduces the cycle times in processes which require 
j v * j d e co res t< u ^s>.'k "g u ^ aure" and there! re it won * t<oe hxn 
r- s to utilize such fo he * -sets d're iuci ig the cycle the lofo t ? 



5 



process"'. See, 1(1 page 3, at last paragraph. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
< ffice V oj am ck no s >p< ca he logic J f ech e< ilia mp urc 
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deformation. ! o; example, syndiotaetic polypropylene has a low melting temperature, 
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\ecordingiy, the ere ct 1 sotactic > pr< ne foi po e v f \ 

have a ^e v , < jo t than i k". v \v / \ m famed a ^p <. p a v < 
re ^ e< u the ait o bche\ e that, such .would neees ai u orter cycle 

time. 

in addition, the Office \etlon states that "Demain discloses that it is well I nown 
in the art to oh Ike metaliocene catalysts j n order to impart polypropylene with greater 
rigidity than would he achieved with a Ziegier-Natta catalyst" and refers to page 4, line 9. 
See. hi ai page A first paragraph. Applicants respectfully disagree and submit that seen 
reference (and thai of the Examples) demonstrates that polymers produced in Denial n 
have , m \ - tv between Huso fox Z-N homopoiymers I N vmdom 
copolymers. 

Where the prior art has not recognized a feature of the pending claims, no 
expectation would exist that utilization of such catalyst would successfully yield the 
desired improvement. See, In reAnionie, 559 F.2d at 619, 195 U.S.P.Q. at 8 (stating two 
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results and 2. the art did not recognize that the parameter oj 1 vas v''^ x 

variable). Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references do not recognize ihe 
claimed features. 

, ^ v ,onn heicu \p>mc<urt e^pe\ t * ^ >om ta <>, v» > 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to have modified the referenced teachings to 
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withdraw n of the rejection. 
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in view oifU,$. Patent No. 4,308,086 (Valyi) and U.S. Patent No. 4,079,104 (Dickson). 

>t u s,:d„ of io s ok til „\e? slvku on j 

references do not supply the features Trussing from the primary reference cited in the 
Office Action. Therefore, it is believed that a detailed discussion of the secondary 
eierences is c 1 ^i 1 I \ ind comple respons i f 
For k s - \pm i at \ o " 

rejection. 

in conclusion, Applicants submit thai the references cited in the Office Action, 
neither alone nor in combination, teach, show, or suggest the claimed features. Having 
addressed all issues set out in the Office Action, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
claims m i o.udit on fot Ho wanes and respectful!} et p i >.e *am« 
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